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FOREWORD 


N THE very near future school expenditures must be increased by large 
I amounts. On that fact there is general agreement. Expected increases in 

school enrolment, aside from all other considerations, leave no alternative. 
A second conclusion is that the people in local communities—in cities, counties 
and other local school districts—must accept substantial responsibility in obtain 
ing additional funds for schools irrespective of any sums provided by stat 
and national governments. The percent which must come from local sources 
will vary from one community to another, but few school districts, if any, 
will escape the duty to make rather large increases in their own local school 


revenues, 


As boards of education cope with this problem adherence to the principle 
of fiscal independence for school districts will be essential. Wherever school 
boards now carry full responsibility for school revenues and expenditures, 
answering for their stewardship directly to the people but not to the officers 
or agencies of the local civil government, that authority must be safeguarded 
and maintained. Where schoolboards are expected to provide adequate schoo! 
programs but other agencies make the controlling decisions with respect to 
school revenues and expenditures, such divided responsibility should be 


eliminated. 


The prevailing policy, now well established in American school law, is that 
school administration should be kept separate from other functions of local 
government. A century of experience, too, has demonstrated the wisdom of 
thus separating the fiscal affairs of school and nonschool government agencies. 
Consequently, the Platform of the National Education Association includes 
this unequivocal statement: ‘Boards of education should have financial auton 


omy in order to fulfill their responsibilities.” 


Because the goal of fiscal independence, like many other worthy goals, has 
not yet been fully achieved, a study of the fiscal relationships that now exist 
in city-school systems is timely. Intelligent planning must proceed from known 
realities. It is hoped that this bulletin, which is essentially a status study of 
the present fiscal authority of city schoolboards, will be useful to school ad 
ministrators, municipal officials, community lay leaders, legislators, and al! 
others who are concerned not only with the interrelationships among the agen- 
cies of government but also with the sound and efficient administration of 
America’s schools. 

Willard E. Givens, Executive Secretary 
National Education Association 
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[he relationships of boards of education 
vith other agencies of government are many 
varied. Some of these relationships 
chiefly 


Frequently, however, they are required by law 


u 


ntarv and advisory in characte 


nd the nonschool agencies are given more o1 
less important degrees of 
policies and procedures of schoolboards. In 
her words, 
lependently of all other 
nent but others are subject to definite 


by one or more 


some schoolboards operate 


agencies of overn 


tions and controls imposed 
wernment agencies. 
Where controls are imposed, more or less 


stant tension is not unusual. Each party 


the arrangement may be jealous of its rights 
that 


in an unwarranted advantage. The greater 


nd_ believe the other is attempting to 


need for local school revenues, the more 
frequent and turbulent the disagreements are 
likely to be. 

When 


ressing needs for additional school funds as 


schoolboards are confronted with 
hey now are, an analysis of the issue of fiscal 
ndependence and an exploration of current 
ractice with respect to it should be useful to 


ill who are affected by such relationships 


Definition of Terms 


Two of the phrases, which are fr: 


equ ntl 


ised in this bulletin, need brief explanation: 
if 


i) “fiscal independence,” and (b) “agency 
f local government.” 
Fiscal independence—The line between 


that are fiscally independent 
ind those that are fiscally dependent is 


ilways clear and sharp. The following defi 


school systems 


not 


rood 


nition of fiscal independence suggests a 
practical basis for distinction. 


When a board of education has the legal right 
to levy taxes and to spend the income therefrom 
without securing the approval of the mayor, city 
council, county budget commission, or some other 
governmental agency, it is said to have fiscal in 
dependence. When the board cannot levy and spend 
taxes without securing the approval in whole or 
in part of some other governmental agency, it is 
said to have fiscal dependence.’ 


As we shall have occasion to see, however. 
such controls do not begin and end with school 
budgets and tax levies but extend into several 





1 Monroe, Walter S., editor 


control over the 


I. Introduction 


othe T 


ment. 


reas of school policy ind school man 


Few school systems are I pletely ! 


dependent in fiscal affairs and few 


pletely dependent. The differes natte! 
ot decree. 

{gency of local government Altho 
system itself is a local agency re ponsible fi 
one of the important functions of government 
the term “agency of local government” as used 
in this bulletin refers to agencies other 
the YY hools. City and county council revenue 
and budget officers, mayor nd mana 
auditors, city clerks, and other officials o1 
agencies of civil government e the lo 
agencies which the phrase will desi 
this report. Altho slichtls ina rate tl 
striction of the phrase to non choo] arencies 
should cause no confusion, and it makes it 
possible to avoid much needle repetition 


Method Followed in This Study 


This bulletin is essentially an overview of 
the existing fiscal relationship ot bDoards oT 
education in city school systems with th 
ous other agencies of government whicl 
rectly affect the schools’ financial pol cies. For 
the most part, the bulletin is based on que 


tionnaire reports in which the respondent 


enumerated the powers and controls exer 

by various nonschool agencies in their respe 
tive communities over the school budget, lo 
school financial record 


school taxes, 


other matters of fiscal policy 
The part of a series 
lications planned by the Research Divisios 


and the NEA Committee on Tax 


and School Finance. 


bulletin is a 


In May 1949 the NEA Research Divisio: 
sent a questionnaire to all school systems in 
cities above 2500 in population. The 1892 
replies followed the city-size distribution 
shown in Table 1. 

On a percentage basis, the larger cities are 
represented best. In number of replies, th 


smaller cities naturally take the lead since 
there are so many more of them. The sample 
from each population group seems large enough 


data should 


There were reolies 


that the practices revealed by th 
be representative. from 


every state, ranging in number from fewer than 


Encyclopedia of Educational Research. Revised edition. New York: Macmillan ( p. | 
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10 in Delaware, Nevada, North Dakota, Ver- 
mont, and Wyoming to more than 100 in Cali- 
fornia, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Jersey, 
New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 

The replies were classified for purposes of 
tabulation according to city size, because ex- 
perience has shown that those who use the 
bulletin are interested in comparing their own 
local situation with prevailing practice in com- 
munities of similar size. In addition, replies 
were classified according to the method by 
which schoolboard members are selected, that 
is, according to whether they are elected by 
popular vote or are appointed by some desig- 
nated person or agency. 

This was done because it seemed possible 
that the degree of fiscal independence of boards 
of education might be somewhat different for 
appointed and elected boards, and the tabu- 
lations have confirmed that hypothesis. There- 
fore, many of the tables will include the data 
grouped in two ways: (a) according to city 
size, and (b) according to the method used in 
selecting schoolboard members. 





When the total number of replies 
table is fewer than 1892—as it is in 
of them—it means only that on the 
items presented some of the respondent 
to report. 

The boundaries of school districts 
necessarily coincide with those of ¢! 
itself.. Where a school district overlay 
or all, of the territory of two or mor 
of local government, there is the po 
of fiscal control from each unit involved 
2 shows that more than half of the city 
systems cooperating in this study actu 
lie in two or more jurisdictions. The s: 
the population group in which the schoo! 
trict is classified the more likely it is t! 
boundaries extend beyond the city limit 


Organization of the Report 


The next section of this bulletin shows hoy 
schoolboard members are selected in the 
school systems that participated in this 
These selection procedures are significant 
cause the power to appoint the schoolboa 


TABLE 1—NUMBER OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 





Population group 


Number of school 
systems in group 
according to 1940 ——— 


School systems in 
in this study 














Census figures Number* Perce 
1 2 3 4 

AR a ba bdo + dees dh0c cc veep eagdwe seat edwrdsbeeeeeeca 14 13 
ns Ms con ads oo Gus s ont chee 606b de veld? ween beneaé €eddeus be 78 71 
EE Oe ee ee eT eee ee 268 222 
i en. CRE dee on bib da ad ae hee ks 4 778 562 ] 
PE oth etl he beth cs dueciccccctuddidcckveviervaccwdwoentese 1,050 481 +¢ 
EE EE ee ee cre Se re 1,607 543 34 
Rs tits odice bebe atin vice ccsdcccbidnntbbeesesassiebeds déis> 3,795 1,892 5( 





* A school district is not necessarily the same size and does not always have the same population as the city with w 
is identified. For the purposes of this study each school system was classified according to the 1940 population of the larg 





in the school district, whether or not this was also the population of the school district. 





TABLE 2.—PERCENT OF CITY-SCHOOL SYSTEMS THAT ARE, AND ARE NOT 
WITHIN THE CONFINES OF ONE CITY 





Percent of city-school 











Bune systems located 
Population group school Within a single In two or more 
districts area of local areas of loca 
government government 
1 2 3 4 
i ans cash hd amemad 3 4x6 saad e obs Ob bhbbeee 13 85% 15° 
rr eee ee eek s curse tcc sbornncuede Gabents ke see 71 66 34 
GR a o Ca ce die eewdvess. (Vda detec cespobaeeuens 222 62 38 
th ee eee wine A ub oe one dos oshbanenenedees dneteives she 562 57 43 
PPG aR Ese eunecebsen sce sdundedecdoedhestdesane 481 43 57 
ee TEE PTE EET TTT Ct eee ee 543 30 70 
FE Is 06 is hth CERES ve R eee ierccc ccc eelccnscdeenesecdewenreans 1,892 47% 53% 
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-chool agencies in school sites and school build 


VT 


ids of an agency of local government is 


form of potential control over school 


sections deal with budgetary practices 


| taxes, the control of school funds, school 


ial records, the financial interest oT non 


os, and other controls that occasionally are 


exercised over such matters as school personnel 


school purchases. 


inaiyZes 


The final section of this bu 
certain problems and issues that to fiscal 
the findings 


independence, It is based in part o1 


of this study and in part on analyses and 
opinions found in recent books and articles that 
deal with this subject. It is the purpose of 
that section to define significant issues and to 
draw attention to major implications rather 


than to condemn or condone any particular 


practice. 


grate STUDIES of the experience of American cities, both those possessing 
\ 


and those not possessing fiscal independence, indicate clearly 


sirability of removing the tax-determining power for schools from the cont 


the de 


of the city council, and placing it, within certain legal limits to be fixed by the 


legislature or the state constitution, with the school authorities for determin 
tion.—Ellwood P. Cubberley. 














II. City Schoolboards elector 


When schoolboard members are put in 
office with essential help from some individual 
or group, they are almost certain to give special 
consideration to the suggestions and recom- 
mendations that come from these supporters. 
Such inclinations can be expected when school- 
board members are appointed by an official of 
agency of local government, and perhaps a 
willingness to follow suggestions is not un- 
usual when the candidacy of elected board 
members is backed by the campaign organiza- 
tion of a political party. In other words, 
those who name the fiddler, as well as those 
who pay him, may call an occasional tune. 

Recent studies have shown that about 85 
percent of the schoolboards in city-school sys- 
tems are elected and that the percent of elected 
boards is considerably higher in the smaller 
districts than in the larger ones. The data 
in Table 3 follow this pattern. Aside from the 





A fact much less widely publicized is th, schoo! 
the percent of elected schoolboards is mycl serves 
higher in city-school systems that are no oard. 


co-terminous with, or that do not lie with), city Ce 
the cities they serve. In other words, whe; 13 dis 
school district covers part or all of two o; audito 
more areas of local government, it is more ment 
likely to have an elected schoolboard than js school 
district that is identified with one city o, of nor 
one local unit. Table 4 brings out that r: n the 
tionship. any le 

In the great majority of districts that elec Pre 
their schoolboard members, the party aff the st: 
tions of the candidates are not indicated on th. ~ a 
ballot. In almost one-fifth of the district Resear 


however, as Table 5 shows, schoolboard 
bers do seek office as the candidates of polit 
parties. 

In the city-school systems reporting 
their schoolboards are appointed, the 






































‘¢ “aa : T 
very largest cities, schoolboards are elected by appointing agents or agencies are: the 
popular vote in three-fourths to nine-tenths council or corresponding agency, the mayor or 
of the cities cooperating in this study. city manager, one or more judges, a spe 
TABLE 3—-METHOD OF SELECTING SCHOOLBOARD MEMBERS al 
Percent of districts in which can OC 
Population group Number of board members are on 08 
school districts ———__—___— I 
Elected Appointed 30, 006 
. 10,00 
1 2 3 4 5,000 
? SOO 
nk acs weed Wen wae.uadeueny 13 46% 54 ’ 
be iv ekccdaedacancsrpreehabdeepenss 71 75 DS All er 
eS en de va Secu pheseabwd idkacdeene eewes 222 80 20 
eee ns ae beg Cale h 6404.04.00 006000 sae ee eee e hee? 562 86 14 — 
ER Stes fe SRE ele oc ceed eevieeeeebaeatedurens 481 89 11 
ARETE AD = Se CO ne er ee 543 92 8 
i «cin ete ehh be ened the obs ne ence nah ahora -aee Whine 1,892 87% 13 
On 1790 of these schoolboards were a total of 11,138 members. Of these, 88 percent were elected to office, 11 percent 
appointed, and 1 percent held office ex officio. 
TABLE 4.—METHOD OF SELECTING SCHOOLBOARD MEMBERS IN DISTRICTS 
THAT ARE, AND ARE NOT, WITHIN THE CONFINES OF ONE CITY 
School districts located within one School districts located in two or 
area of local government more areas of local government vie 
Population group — ———_—_—__— - 500, 
Number of Percent Percent Number of Percent Percent 100, 
districts electing appointing districts electing appointing 30,0 
—- ¥ 10,¢ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 — re 
CS so chaveeaews ceeck'es 11 36% 64% 2 100% 0 2,5( 
igbc ccbedcvrseserdecess 47 64 36 24 96 4 
30,000-99,999 137 72 28 85 92 8 All 
LS SiviwGagtn ses teawseseeess 319 78 22 243 96 4 ‘ae 
eles nich SEE TEE EEL 208 86 14 273 91 9 loa 
eee ee 161 88 12 382 93 7 
All groups.......... Sidibabitenneees see 883 79% 21% 1,009 93% 1% ” 
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some 


board, 
In 40 of the city 
systems included in this study the mayor 
of 


+oral board, the county or 


eel 


oficial or state agency. 


es ex officio as a member the school 


In 10 districts some member of the 
council is an ex-ofhcio board member. In 
{3 districts a treasurer, city manager, judge 


or other official of the city govern 


of thi 


oT, 


as an ex-officio membe1 


ent serves 


schoolboard. The possible indirect influen 
f nonschool agencies over schoolboard polici 
these school systems is apparent, aside fron 
ny legal controls that may exist. 

Probably there is little relation betweer 


> 


the size of the schoolboard and the amount of 





For further detail on this point, which closely 


Research Division Status and Practice f Board f I 


TABLE 5.—PARTICIPATION OF POLITICAL 





its fiscal independence or depe: How 
‘ver, as a matter of general inte t lable 6 
1S included. It shows the average numbDe oT 
members on the boards represented in this 
study. With each decrease in size of city there 
is also a decrease in the averag r of 
schoolboard members. 

Forty percent of all the boards have five 
members; 24 percent are seven-member 
boards; 13 percent are six-member boards; and 
11 percent are nine-member boards. This ac 
counts for 88 percent of the total, leaving only 
12 percent of boards of all othe: three 
member, four-member, eight-membe ind 


boards having 10 members or mort 


present study, see Nat il | 


Research Bulletin 4 5 8 Februa 


PARTIES IN SCHOOLBOARD 


ELECTIONS 





Percent of districts in 

















involved 





by the number of schoolboards 


Population group Number reporting which the party affiliation 
on this item of schoolboard candidates 
is indicated on the ballot 
1 2 3 
500.000 and over 6 
100.000—499 9909 52 
30.000-—99_ 999 175 
10.000—29.999 470 
5,000-9,999 471 
),500-4,999 489 
All groups ; 1,613 
_— TABLE 6—AVERAGE SIZE OF CITY BOARDS OF EDUCATION 
i) Number Average number of members for the 
Population group of 
school Elected Appointed Both 
= districts* boards boards types 
1 2 3 4 5 
500,000 and over 12 8.8 11.0 +9 
100,000-499 999 69 7.0 > 
30,000-99 999 213 7.1 6 
10,000-29,999 532 6.4 3 
5,000-9 999 453 6.1 
2,500-4,999 508 6.0 ) 
All groups 1,787 6.3 
* This is the total number of districts reporting on th the method used in selecting schoolboa embe ind on the 
number of members on the schoolboard 
® The figures reported here are arithmetic averages, er arithmetic mean btained by dividing the ‘ ard members 











III. Budgetary Policies and Procedures 


This section of the bulletin deals with an 
important and highly controversial area of 
schoolboard relationships. It concerns budget 
making and budget administration, especially 
the activities of nonschool government agencies 


in these areas of school operation. 
' 


Preparation of the Budget 


In 1879 of the 1892 city-school districts 
represented in this study the board of educa- 
tion prepares its annual budget independently. 
In 13 districts—less than 1 percent—the re- 
sponsibility is shared with some agent or 
agency of local government such as the town- 


Review of the Budget 


Once the budget is prepared, how 
sponsibility for its adoption is shar 
often with other government agencies 
some cases the matter of its adoption | 
drawn from the jurisdiction of the 
board. Table 7 shows that altho 
majority are not required to submit 
budgets to an outside agency for its 
46 percent must submit them to som 


agency for review—6 percent, to more 
one agency. Figure | brings out the fact + 
school budgets are subject to outside 1 





ship trustee, city treasurer, city manager, '" 4 higher percent of the larger cities ' 


judge, or accountant. In these few cases the of the smaller ones. Likewise, higher per a 

preparation of the school budget is a coopera- Of schoolboards in the cities of the larger | . 

tive enterprise. In brief, nearly all school- lation groups have their budgets reviewed 

boards prepare their own annual budgets, and more than one agency. - 

no city-school district reports that the prep- That 83 percent of the districts havin; aide 
aration of its annual budget is the exclusive pointed schoolboards must submit their a 

responsibility of some nonschool agency of the ets to a nonschool agency for review is 

local government. which draws special attention to that group ir ' hei 

Th 

FIGURE I n co 

he t 


PERCENT OF CITY-SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN WHICH SCHOOL BUDGETS ARE 
SUBJECT TO REVIEW 


Population Reviewed by more City 


ge 


Budget not sub- Reviewed by 
group ject to review one agency than one agency Re 


500,000 and over | 31% | Gj SG e159 oes 


















— on Audit 
100,000- 499,999 31% I 7H WZZBA 99%, ' cer 
Z 9 sae 
30,000 - 99,999 42% GZ}? jj 1% 
10,000- 29,999 | 52%| ZIA-WI. me 
eee — ZZ en 
2,500- 4,999 BEY. 7 
ZZ; 3 Ub tive 
All groups | 54% | Go" re | 
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ict nth elected |} rdc ¢ 
icts with elected DOards 


only 40 


For dist1 


ynding figure is percent, 


the cities represented, only 46 percent 
. ly, the percent of districts with 
d boards that must submit their bud 


re than one agency is more than tl 


+} 


s the percent of districts 


[his situation probably is traceable in part 
tor 
ited boards are relatively more nume1 
The 83 


been mentioned, however, is considerably 


ty size, it will be recalled that tl 


the larger cities. percent wl 
r than the percent of appointed boards 


he cities of any population group—even th 


gest. 
\ less striking difference, but one that 
ild be noted, is that only 36 percent of 
the city systems which overlap two or more 
jurisdictions have their annual budget 
iewed by any nonschool agency of local 
vernment. For school systems that are 


-terminous with, or that lie within, a single 


ty, however, 58 percent must have thei: 
wudgets reviewed. 
[he agencies that review school budgets 


n communities where this is required were 
the following: 


Frequency 


O fic ial or agency of mention 


City or county council (or similar 

igency ) 462 
Budget or finance officer or agency 259 
Tax agency 142 
Mayor or manager 69 
Auditor 2‘ 
Clerk 13 
Court f 10 
Treasurer 7 


The powers exercised by the various review 


greatly from one school 


No 


associated with city size is revealed by the 


ing agencies differ 


system to another. consistent difference 


facts reported, but, as Table 8 quite clearl; 
shows, there is a difference in the powers 


exercised by reviewing agencies for cities with 
elected appointed schoolboards, 


and respec 


tively. Table 7 showed that school budgets in 
the cities with appointed boards are most often 


Table 


ese same cities the degree of control exe: 


subject to review. In 8 we see that in 


+} 
ed by the reviewing agencies tends to be 
more positive and direct. 


2 yrure [] vives an overy \ t fi total 


situation for all the cities Coo] t n this 
tudy. Seventy-two percent of the city school 
board relatively independent deciding 
upon the amount of the school iget and 28 
percent subject to control | r more 
igencies of local government. 

As has been pointed out in connection with 
‘able 7, budgets are subject to review in 46 
percent of the cities—and are, tl fore, ex 
empt from review in 54 percent. Then, as is in 


dicated in Table 8, 39 percent of the reviewing 


boards—which means 18 percent of the city 
systems in the study—must approve the school 
budget as submitted. At the other extreme, 14 
percent of the reviewing boards—which means 
the reviewing boards in 6 percent of all the 
school systems in this study—have the power 
to char specific budget items. In tl remain 
ing 22 percent of the cities th wing 
boards can disapprove the budget and return 
it to the schoolboard with or without sug 
gestions, can reduce the total amount of it, 
or otherwise can force the sch 1 to 
change its budget. 

Whe n school budgets 70 to the } inty 
council tor review, 47 percent of the review oy 
councils must accept them as presented and 
must approve them without char n those 
cases the review function, tho required by law, 
is really a formality in which there no true 
fiscal control. In other cities, however, the city 


council can force a change in the school budget. 


More than one-third of the councils can reduce 
the total amount, thereby forcing t school 
board to make the necessary adjust In 
other instances the council can “‘suggest’’ that 


certain changes be made. Such suggestions may 
or may not have the effect of an official 


date—depending on legal interpretations, local 
traditions, and established relationships. The 
council can eliminate specific items from the 
budget in 15 percent of the 462 cases in which 
it has the authority to review 

What has been said of the councils’ powers 
describes in a general way the authority of all 
the reviewing agencies. Some of the powers are 
used more often by certain agencies than by 
others. Officials and agencies that deal with city 
finance, budget, and taxation more often have 


to modify school budget 


About 
eliminate specific items. Nearly half have the 


the hool budgets 


the right 


city councils. the same percents can 


power to reduce the total of 








FIGURE II 


PERCENT OF CITIES IN WHICH SCHOOLBOARDS HAVE VARYING 
DEGREES OF INDEPENDENCE WITH RESPECT TO 
THE SCHOOL BUDGET 
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TABLE 7.—NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CITY-SCHOOL SYSTEMS IN WHICH 
THE ANNUAL SCHOOL BUDGET MUST BE SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW TO 
SOME AGENCY OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 














Districts with budgets Percent in which the 
Number of subject to outside review review is by 
Group city-school —_—— - 
systems One More than 
Number Percent agency one agency 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Population 
re hcl 13 9 69% 54% 15 
I ids LS Bile dices dcce owas 71 49 69 47 22 
ER ta 9.4 dec SEW He do 00.0000 006-4 222 129 58 47 11 
ECL; 2 cathe rccewese cnc ee « 562 272 48 41 
RAs 6 bit WGdlbs oWHs cic beceeest 481 216 45 40 5 
ES os ake Eu ad Kw & eres <0 0 cattle 543 195 36 33 3 
Type of board 
bape dtd delta Gee ccsccces dace 1,642 663 40% 35% SY, 
Is dpe URES 6 vo xbicesenece © 250 207 83 66 17 
Location of district 
Within one city. ................ aa tr 883 509 58% 47% 11' 
In two or more jurisdictions. ............. 1,009 361 36 33 3 
ie ink 060s sdkeen B4gGAs 40 05.000000008 1,892 870 46% 40% 69 
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tted to them. Of the mayors who review City size apparently has little 


> ° ° > } ] 
-hool budgets, 23 percent can eliminate specific on the frequency with which school 


rems and 30 percent can reduce the total of must be published or hearings be held 


schoolboard’s proposed budget. Only 30 _ tions, either in town meetings o1 
nercent must accept and certify the budget as __ balloting, are relatively more frequ 
ynitted by the board. All these facts are smaller cities. Both public hearings 
wn in Table 9. approval by the voters are more c 


he city-school systems with electe 


Public Approval of School Budgets 


In a substantial number of city systems the School budgets are published in 
school authorities must get general public ap the cities reporting from Arkansas, ( 


ettect 


evular 
n the 
el ite 
in 

} 
St rio) 


yoards than in those with appointed boards 


proval of the annual school budget—or, at Florida, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, New Jersey, 


least, give the public the right of petition o1 Oklahoma, Oregon, West Virginia 


protest. Figure III shows the percent of city sin, and Wyoming. About half the 


school districts which must take each of three Illinois, New Hampshire, New ¥Y 
steps to inform the public or to seek its ap and Wisconsin report that their bud 
oroval. It should be noted that these procedures be published. Public hearings 

sre not mutually exclusive. The same school held in all the cities reporting fron 


system may be required to publish its budget California, Florida, Illinois, Indiana 


W iscon 
itie in 


t ( Yhio. 


rets must 


regularly 
‘Ar iZONna, 


low a, 


ind also to hold hearings, or, to publish its Kansas, Montana, New Jersey, Ohio, Oregon, 
wuudget and then submit it to the voters in a Texas, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and 


town meeting or regular election. Wyoming. Approval of the budget 


nr) 


a town 


TABLE 8.—POWERS AND DUTIES OF REVIEWING AGENCIES IN THE 870 CITIES 


IN WHICH SCHOOL BUDGETS MUST BE REVIEWED 





Percent of cities in which the 
various controls are exercised 


Power exercised by the 











reviewing agency School systems School systems 
having elected having Both 
boards appointed boards 
l 2 3 4 
Must use the school budget as a ba for its own act has no power 
adopt, reject, or change it 46% 
Can disapprove the school budget and return it to the rd with sugges 
tions 3? 1¢ 
Can require a reduction in the amot f tl ~ ige 31 ; 
Can eliminate specific items from the school budget 10 ) 
Can increase specific amounts in the school budget 9 ; 
Number of replies on which percents are based 663 0 870 
* The percents tota! more than 1 because of the overlapping of the powers listed in column 1. I c ng 
agency may have the power to disapprove a budget and also to eliminate specific items from it 


SCHOOL BUDGETS IN 1892 CITY-SCHOOL SYSTEMS 





Percent of reviewing agencies which 


Number of 


Agency agencies Must accept Can 
involved budget as eliminate 
presented specific items 
l 2 3 4 
Councils (or similar agencies $62 47° 15 
Budget and finance agencies 59 19 1 
Tax agencies 142 32 14 
Mayor (or manager 69 30 23 
Other agencies 9 46 
All of the c#ty agencie 626 34 l 
All of the county age: 365 41 13 


Can 
reduce 
the total 


$0 
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meeting, as might be expected, is found almost 
entirely in New England communities. Ap- 
proval of budgets in regular elections is re- 
ported most frequently from Arkansas, New 
Jersey, New York, and Oregon. 


Budget Administration 


Another issue in budgetary practice centers, 
around the question, “Who, if anyone, shall 
have the right to modify or to adjust the 
school budget after it is adopted and put into 
operation? Does the schoolboard itself have 
that right?” In most cities, “Yes,” according 
to Table 10. However, there are differences 
according to city size in the percents which 
have that freedom, the boards in the smaller 
cities more often being free to make adjust- 
ments. Appointed schoolboards, considerably 
more often than elected boards, must get ap- 
proval of proposed budget changes from an 
agency of local government. 

By and large the agency which must ap- 
prove changes in the school budget after it 
has been adopted is the same agency which 
reviewed the budget before its adoption, that 
is, the city council or corresponding group, 


some budget or finance agency, a tax 
or the mayor, treasurer, or auditor. Cit) 
cils in a few of the cities of all sizes 
authorize budget changes. The mayor ex: 
this form of fiscal control in cities 
10,000 in population more often than 
smaller cities. On the other hand, it is 
smaller cities that tax groups, courts, | 
urers, and auditors are most likely to reviey 
proposed changes in a budget that is in « 
tion. In a very few communities—nin 
exact—a public hearing is required for | 
changes. In about the same number of 
the voters, at a town meeting or by me 
the ballot, must authorize the proposed ad 
ment. 

Carried a step further, a few agenci 
local government occasionally have the | 
to require changes in the school bu 


whether or not the schoolboard concurs. 0} 


the 1892 city-school systems in this 
only 21, or 1 percent, report that some 
school agency of government can compe! 
board to change its budget even afte: 
adopted. In six of these cases the govern! 
agency can eliminate specific items fron 
budget. 


FIGURE III 


PROCEDURES FOLLOWED IN SEEKING PUBLIC APPROVAL OF SCHOOL 
BUDGETS 
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Must publish the 
proposed budget 


Must hold a 
public hearing 


Must have budget 
approved by electors 





























0 20 


40 60 80 100 


Percent of city systems 





WN) Budget published 
Uta Hearing held 


LEGEND 


[ 58] 





Approval by town meeting 


Approval in an election 
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the reduction of 


it 
fc items. In other instances it can reduce 


In seven, can require 


total amount which was originally ap 
ed, leaving it to the schoolboard to make 
11 of the 21 


the government agency which exercised 


necessary adjustment. In 
kind of control over the adopted school 


lcet is the city council or similar agency. 


UU 


In the remaining cities various budget, finance, 


tax agencies are involved. 
Controls Are Present 


[he facts summarized in this section show 
hat in a majority of city-school systems school- 
oards have virtually full control over their 
school budgets. Fifty-four percent do not sub 
mit them to any outside agency for review, a 
1es the power! 


nd 


nother 18 percent of the cit 


TABLE 10.—POWER OF 
SCHOOL 


THE SCHOOLBOARD TO CHANGE 
BUDGET 


exercised by the reviewing age! 


or perfunctory. In more than one 
city-school systems, 
trols can be quite specific and rigi: 
they extend beyond the point of | 
tion to changes in a budget whi 
nally approved. 


In the opinion of most educ 


the present controls represent 


dangerous encroachments on school 


thority and, wherever they exist 
eliminated at the earliest possible 


ll 


are proper and should be incorpo: 


In the opinion of others, a 


practices of additional cities. It 
primary purpose here only to indi 
rately as possible, the extent to w! 


and the manner in which they of 


THE 


however, Dudyg 


l 


tel! 


nid 


ADOPTED 





Percent of city-school systems in which the board may make t 


iget changes 





Group Without Only with Only with approval of 
approval of any approval of some agency some authority other than an 
other agency of local government agency of | government 
1 2 3 
-opulation 
500,000 and over g 15% 
100,000-499 999 a0 18 
30,000—99 999 Q 11 
10,000—29,999 74) ~ 
5,000-9,999 O4 4 
2,500—4,999. 3 
f board 
Elected 2 5% 
Appointed i9 
{ll groups 92 6% 
rO 


TABLE 11.—VARIATIONS IN THE AUTHORITY OF CITY-SCHOOL SYSTEMS 


LEVY AND COLLECT TAXES 





Percent of city-school systems in which the schoolboard 











Number Both Levies Sets Recommends 
Group reporting levies but a rate arate which auth 
this item and does not which another to | 
collects collect must be agency may 
taxes taxes approved change 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Population 
500,000 and over 23% 112 
100,000—499 999 1 0 13 9 
30,000—99 ,999 18 6 13 37 
10,000-—29,999 0 s 17 36 
5,000-9,999 { 1 21 33 
2,500-4,999 ) 4 18 36 
Type of board 
Elected 1,612 11% 19% 37% 
Appointed 34 1 5 25 
All groups 1, 84¢ 10° 18% 35% 
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IV. Tax Revenues 


To develop and adopt a budget is the first 
of two correlative fiscal duties of boards of 
education. The second is to provide for the 
tax revenues necessary to meet that budget. 
What powers do schoolboards have to levy 
and collect taxes? What limitations govern 
their actions? What weaknesses are there in 
the procedures now followed in levying and 
collecting school taxes? 


Levying and Collecting Taxes 


Altho relatively few city schoolboards both 
levy and collect school taxes, a majority of 
them have a controlling voice in determining 
the local school tax rate. No board of educa- 
tion in a city of 100,000 or more in population 
and only | in 10 of all the cooperating cities 
levies and collects its own taxes. As shown in 
column 3 of Table 11 (page 59), the smaller 
the city the higher is the percent of schoolboards 
which levy and collect their own revenues. 

Approximately | city schoolboard in 5, altho 
collecting no school taxes, decides upon and 
announces the official school tax levy without 
the collaboration or participation of any munic- 
ipal or local agency of government. The per- 
cents of schoolboards having this power do not 
show any consistent relationship to city size 
but fluctuate around the 20 percent mark, as 
is shown in column 4 of Table 11. A little 
more than a third set a school tax rate which 
must be approved by the local authorities. If 
one combines the three types of relatively inde- 
pendent action (columns 3, 4, and 5), it be- 
comes clear that more than 60 percent of the 
schoolboards are essentially free to establish 
the local tax rate for school purposes without 
interference from nonschool agencies. 

When one looks at the other side of the 
picture, however, schoolboards in 7 percent of 
the cities can only recommend a school tax 
rate which another agency is free to change; 
and in 30 percent of the city-school systems 
the schoolboard has no authority to levy or 
collect taxes. 

If Figure IV, which summarizes these rela- 
tionships, is compared with Figure II in the 
foregoing section, it will be noted that the 
degree of control over school tax levies is 
similar to that over school budgets. Altho some- 
what fewer city schoolboards are completely 


independent of nonschool authorities in { 
school tax rates than in determini: 
amounts of school budgets, the perce: 
cities in which local agencies exercise 
are almost the same—a little less than a 
in the one case and a little more than a 
in the other. 

The data near the bottom of Table || 
that, as was true for school budget cor 
fiscal dependence in levying and collecting ' 
is considerably more common in schoo! 
tems with appointed schoolboards tha: 
those where schoolboard members are el: 


AUTH 


Control of School Taxes 
by the Electorate 


The control over school tax rates exe: 
by the voters usually is limited and indi: 
Only 12 percent of the city-school systen 
all of them below 500,000 in population 
port that all school tax rates must be approved 
by the vote of the people. On the other ha: 
in nearly half the cities participating in 
study the people exercise no direct cont 
over school taxes. The larger the city the | 
likely it is that the people ever vote on sch 
tax rates. In 7 out of 10 cities in which scho 
boards are appointed school tax rates are ne 
referred to a vote of the people. In about o: 
third of all the city-school systems the peo 
must vote approval of school tax rates t! 
exceed an established minimum. All these fact 
are shown in Table 12. 


TAI 
Estimates of Probable Revenue 

The schoolboard itself makes the offi 
estimate of probable school revenues in p 
paring school budgets in 77 percent of the cit 
school systems included in this study. As Tab! 
13 shows, the smaller the population of the cit 
group the higher is the percent of schoolboard a 
that estimate their own probable revenues 
Also, in districts with elected boards the p 
cent is considerably higher than in cities wit! 
appointed boards. 


Where estimates of probable school reven 
are made by agencies other than the schoo! 
board, the estimating agency in 58 percent of AU 
the cases is some agency of city government 
in 42 percent of the cases, an agency of count) 


nee 
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FIGURE IV 





AUTHORITY OF CITY SCHOOLBOARDS TO LEVY AND COLLECT TAXES 
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TABLE 12.—POWERS OF THE ELECTORATE OVER THE LOCAL TAX RATE FOR 
SCHOOLS IN CITY SYSTEMS 





Percent of city-school systems in which the 


Number Approve Approve Vote when 
Group reporting all rates city and Have mis Have no 
this item proposed beyond a school cellaneous direct 
tax specified authorities powers authority 
rates maximum disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Population 
500,000 and over 0%, 33, 0% 
100,000—499,999 0 7 0 
30,000-99 999 O¢ 3 41 1 
10,000—29,999 32 0 34 , 
5,000-9,999 444 14 33 1 ; 48 
2,500—4,999 500 16 39 i 7 
Type of board 
Elected 1,540 3 39% 
Appointed ) ‘ 16 3% 
l 4 l 4 


All groups. . 1.76 
* For example, ‘“‘The voters set a maximum tax rate. The | ard of education may levy that amount or " int a 
needed.” 
* Less than one-half of 1 percent 
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government. City and county councils are men- 
tioned most frequently as the official revenue 
estimating agencies, accounting for nearly one- 
third of them. Tax levying and collecting 
agencies, whatever their title, account for 25 
percent of them; budget and finance agencies, 
for 16 percent; and auditors—for the most 
part county auditors—for 15 percent. Mayors, 
clerks, and treasurers do the estimating in 
only about 4 percent of the cases where school- 
boards do not themselves have this responsi- 
bility. 

Some agency of local government other than 
the schoolboard makes the revenue estimate in 
half or more than half of the cooperating city- 
school systems from Arizona, Connecticut, 
Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Mississippi, 
Nevada, North Carolina, Ohio, Rhode Island, 
Tennessee, and Virginia. Schoolboards them- 
selves have this responsibility in all the city 
systems reporting from the states of Delaware, 
Idaho, Louisiana, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming. 


Weaknesses in Revenue Procedures 


Each school administrator who supplied in- 
formation for this report was asked to name 
the two major weaknesses, if any, in the reve- 





finance program. Table 14 sumn 
opinions expressed. 

When the ranks are established se; Custo 
for the replies coming from cities of diff 
sizes, the weaknesses appear in essentia 
same order. The one important except 
that tax delinquencies are rated first 
portance by respondents from cities ove: — 
000 instead of sixth as they are rated by tatiana 
whole group. — 

Apparently, assessment procedures a1 aaa 
erally recognized as the weakest lin! 
revenue chain. Either assessed valuatio: eet bas 
unrealistically low, or extreme inequ rer 
exist in fixing assessments. Significant! 
ever, the dependence of schoolboards 
decisions of other agencies—absence of 
right to appeal from the decisions of lo« , 
ing authorities—ranks third among the w: 1 re 
nesses in present schoo! revenue procedu: 
the opinions of those who cooperated i: 





study. 
TABLE 14—MATOR WEAKNESSES IN sche 
REVENUE PROCEDURES school 
tod’ 
Item kK vords 
aa ee 3 sbur: 





Property is assessed at an unreasonably low percent 

















nue procedures now being followed in his com- GRIND cds cwchecs sin... a te 4 
. Property assessments are extremely inequitable 
muy. : , 4 The board of education has no power to change or t ille 
The replies to this question are only value appeal from local assessment policies ; a 
. i b , h ° he 7 No machinery exists whereby assessors may be required ; 
juagments ased on their o servations and to assess property according to the intent of the law ; ile the 
opinions. However, superintendents of schools Individual assessors are selected for reasons other thar tne ol 
° 6 2 their special capabilities as assessors 
are in a position to note the weaknesses in Tax delinquencies are not cleared up by loca! govern oards 
revenue procedures which affect’ the school ment agencies wih entisfactory promptness 
TABI 
TABLE 13.—AGENCY WHICK MAKES THE OFFICIAL ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE 
REVENUES FOR USE IN PREPARING SCHOOL BUDGET ESTIMATES 
Percent of cases in which the 
Number revenue estimate is made by 
Group reporting -——— 
this item The Some agency of 
schoolboard local government 
1 2 3 4 ‘ 
= 50 
Population 10 
500,000 and over......... re ‘ ob 04 ke eeree ox Ghdwann ee 13 69% 31% 30 
ETS ele, phe ey eRe ry 67 61 39 0 
Se Sn nee er 209 68 32 5, 
iE Pcie 55s Cl. cals ceded e es cen etebman seems 540 77 3 ; 
I Ree nek ot den és Ones ode hacen ue pees 453 79 21 
The eases ab aG + dao 40 cic b+ 04 6 6d euweeckbbenitheaiiiters 497 82 18 
Type of board 
Ps is tu ch ba beetiines «seuss onthees 4 40sec ehadbebawehndhada ss 1,544 80% 20% 
PS nae coda ae Laks «kde svdban esate cdiobadadenmde save 235 60 40 Au ge 
Be Rs <5 F4. kd oe os habeas 60%s 6 cKuRee so naeieBelaes 1,779 77% 23% 
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V. School Funds and Financial Records 





Custody of school funds by a _ nonschool Where schoolboards do not re posit 
of local government and responsibility ind expend school funds then est 
e financial records relating to schoo functions usually are in the har on 
es and expenditures may or may not gency of local government suc! 
with them extensive control over school or county treasurer. In a verv f 
ypenditures. If the government agency per however, the funds of small city-school « 
these duties in a purely ministerial fash tricts are managed by state age ratl 
the schoolboard may have almost as much than by any agency of local gover 
lependence of action as if it were itself re Among the 681 city-school syst which 
oonsible for the management of school funds an agency of local government h tody of 
for keeping school financial records. If school funds, the custodian is the ire 
he agency of local government has certain in 291 cases, or 43 percent; the county trea 
supervisory powers, however, and a certain’ urer in 158, or 23 percent; the city or county 
nount of discretion with respect to school council in 106, or 16 percent; the 
enues and expenditures, its control over 36 cases, or 5 percent; and the ta n 
hool policies thru its supervision of funds the mayor, clerk, or recorder ir ( fev 
records may be quite extensive. cases—fewer than 20 for any I of these 
} officers or agencies. 
Custody and Disbursement ee: tie ihe | ; 
of School Funds 
funds and school expenditure 
Schoolboards in 64 percent of the city porting city-school systems of Fl low 
hool systems included in this study have Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigar : 
istody over their own funds, or in other North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvar . 
vords, they themselves receive, deposit, and Dakota, and Wyoming. They do not | 
urse school funds without the help or custody of school funds in any 
rticipation of any other agency. One may from Arizona, Delaware, Maine, Massachu 
te from column 3 of Table 15 that the setts, Mississippi, Montana, N and 
iller the population of the city group the West Virginia. 
her is the percent of schoolboards that han Numerous plans are followed w “SI 


lle their own funds. Also, the percent is higher to required signatures on school 
elected schoolboards than for appointed ers, and warrants. Sometimes t] 


oards. ture is that of one or mor 


TABLE 15.—AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CUSTODY AND DISBURSEMENT 
OF SCHOOL FUNDS 





Percent of city systems in which 
school funds are 





Number Received, In the custody of 
Group reporting deposited, some agency of In the 
this item and local government tody of 
disbursed which disburses the state 
by the them on order of treasurer 
schoolboard schoolboard 
1 2 3 4 5 
alton 
500,000 and over 13 38% 6? 0 
100,000-—499 ,999 53 4 0 
30,000-99,999 54 + 
10,000-—29,999 S61 60 40 ) 
5,000-9,999 478 69 31 0 
» 500-—4,999 54 68 
f board 
ected " 1.63 65 ; . 
Appointed . : S 4 
. ups 1. 88 64 ; * 
* Less than one-half of 1 percent 
[63] 
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in» 


only; sometimes, of one or more government 
officials ; and sometimes, of one or more school 
and local government representatives. In a 
general way, the percents in Table 16 parallel 
those in Table 15 but they are by no means 
identical. The larger the population of the 
city group the higher is the percent in which 
city officials are jointly or solely responsible 
for the signatures on school checks and war- 
rants. Also, in 45 percent of the city-school 
systems in which schoolboard members are 
appointed the city officials must sign, or 
countersign, school checks. In those with 
elected schoolboards the signatures of city 
officials go on school checks in only 25 percent 
of the cases. 

Schoolboard members’ exclusively sign 
school checks and warrants in all the city sys- 
tems included in this study from Colorado, 
Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Louisiana, Missouri, 


TABLE 16.—AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE 





Montana, North Dakota, Oregor 
Wyoming. Conversely, only city officia 
the checks and warrants in all the cit 
cluded from the state of Mississippi. 
other states practice varies. 

Table 17 is a frequency distribution, 
ing which officers or representatives of 
and government agencies are most oft: 
sponsible for signing school checks and 
rants. When only schoolboard sign 
appear, that of the president of the bo 
most frequently required. When bot 
schoolboard and an agency of local go 
ment must sign, the secretary of the 
is most frequently the signer on behalf of 
schoolboard and the city or county treas 
on behalf of the government agency. 
latter signs school checks and warrants 
more frequently than any other offici 
local government whether or not the sc! 


FOR THE SIGNATURES ON SCHOO! 

















CHECKS OR WARRANTS 
Percent of city-school systems in which checks or 
Number warrants for school expenditures are signed by 
Group reporting - 
this item Representative Representative Representat 
of the of a government of both 
schoolboard only agency only 
1 2 3 4 5 
Population 
500,000 and over diet 13 46% 31% 
100,000-—499,999.._... wae : 71 58 20 
30,000-99,999._.. “s ‘ ‘ 222 65 6 
10,000-29,999... 0... .uus P 562 68 5 
5,000-9,999....... bala , 481 78 4 
2,500-4,999 : ‘ jahea 540 77 5 i8 
Type of board 
Elected ve : 1,639 75% 5% ) 
Appointed , 250 9 3 
GPs +h n6s we vevien’ Lee 1,889 72% 6% 





TABLE 17.—PERSON WHO SIGNS SCHOOL CHECKS OR WARRANTS FOR THE 


SCHOOLBOARD AND FOR 


GOVERNMENT ACENCIES 





Frequency, Frequency 


| 


Frequency, Frequer 


when only for tl 
Signer for nonschool systen 
government agencies signatures using 
| are used signat 
| 4 5 6 
| 
Treasurer ; ssakh i 95 34 
Mayor er eee , 14 
| City clerk , : i3 
| Auditor ~~ eee aues « 9 
| Comptroller eee Pee 8 
| Designated councilman. bavaies 0 
Budget or finance officer....... 0 
I ee —_ 5 








when only for the 
Signer for the board systems 
schoolboard signatures me joint 
are used signatures 
1 2 3 
President of the board. . ; 1,117 220 
Secretary or clerk : ; ‘ 1,069 243 
Treasurer of the board , 792 42 
A designated board member... 41 04 
Superintendent of schools.......... 92 90 
Business manager...... , 24 14 
GE 5. Gi dtesuse ‘ a 18 12 
Number of school systems involved*. 1,364 414 


| Corre eerereeerseeerseeseseenese 111 414 








* This is not a total, for two or more persons representing the same board or government agency may be required to sigr 


check or warrant. 
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regi 
3 
stered 


ny ot! 





+ 


Nevertheless, th 


natures of mayors, auditors, city clerks, and 


is also represented. 


llers are not unusual. 


nnrre 


School Financial Records 


funds 


has been placed 


Where the responsibility for school 


1 school financial records 
the hands of some agency or official othe: 
han the board of education, the reasons usu 


ly given have been (a 


(b) 


1 


) to safeguard pudli¢ 


inds, and to achieve economy by using 


the services of an agency already set up to 
indle financial records and accounts. With 
hese objectives there can be no quarrel 


however, such methods are set up 


? 


s 


ymetimes, 


rornt 


vhen other and perhaps better methods n 
e followed in achieving the same ends. Like 


wise, divided responsibility which may have 


roduced real economy in a small city some 
mes is continued after the school system ha 
come so large that these economies no longer 
sult. When schoolboards are ible 


the 


not respon 


custody and expenditure of schoo 


inds and for the maintenance of their own 
iancial records, it is appropriate to inquire: 
1. Does the divided authority handic ap the school 
yram thru undesirable controls over school pol 
es, or by unnecessary red tape and delay? 


2. If the schoolboard were to be given the 
onsibility for its funds and records, could the 
blic interest be protected sufficiently thru re 


ired publication of financial reports and by means 
f regular audits? 

3. Can the school’s financial 
the 


uny other agency of local government? 


program be admin 


stered as economically by schoolboard as by 


In three-fourths of the city-school syste 
or which the facts are available school finan 


cial records are kept exclusively 

education. In 6 percent of then noweve 
the responsibility tor school finan 

rests entirely with a nonschool a rn oT i 
government. In 18 percent, schoolbo 
government agencies are jointly responsibl 
‘his may mean that duplicate financial record 
are kept, at least for certain items. It 

mean that the schoolboard keeps some de 
nated types of financial records and the gov 
ernment agency certain other typ Phere 
ire numerous and varied plans for carryin 
out such joint responsibility. 

Table 18 indicates that relatively more o 
the schoolboards in the smaller cities than 
the larger ones keep their own school financi 
records. It is a joint responsibility in relatively 
more of the larger city systems than of the 
smaller ones. Schoolboards aré onsible 
exclusively for school financial records in 


the cities of this study from Delaware, | 


ida, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Michi 


van, North Dakota, Oregon, Per 
South Dakota, Utah, and Wyor he 
rank, according to frequency of mentior! 7 
local government officials and agencies tha 
Keep, or help to keep, school final i record 
‘ 1? 
is as tollows: 
Rank 
Tgency f 
lreasurer 
Auditor 
Council (city or county) ; 
Clerk 4 
Budget or finance agency 
Mavor 
[Tax agency 


Re { orde T 


TABLE 18.—CONTROL OF SCHOOL FINANCIAL RECORDS 








Group 


ton 
500,000 and er 
100,000-—499 999 
0,000-99 990 
10,000—29.999 
5.000-—9.999 
500—4,999 
f board 
ected 
pointed 


Percent of city-school systems in which 
Number school financial records are kept by 
reporting 
on this item The An agency of Bast 
schoolboard local government : 
3 4 5 
13 69% Q 
68 
13 
y 
1 6 
} 











VI. The School Plant 


This section of the bulletin reviews the 


Selecting School Sites 














of me 


nt 


qut 








ity 
relationships and controls which nonschool . , ; , 
P ; Comparison of Table 20 with abl: 
agencies have over capital outlay for school , 
yu : a Ag. dicates that about the same percent 
building and in various areas of plant manage- a Co} 
and county governments take part in s och 
ment. : he 
Titl School P school sites as hold title to school pr to the 
itle to School Property , One significant exception should be board 
In 80 percent of the city-school systems Altho the group of cities over 500, progr: 
which supplied information for this bulletin, population shows the highest percent i: to pl 
the title to school property is lodged with the school buildings are city owned, it the ci 
school district itself. In fact, all the school group which also shows the highest | board 
districts reporting from 20 states hold the of schoolboards with exclusive respor cent ¢ 
title to school property: Arizona, Colorado, for selecting school sites. is cat 
Delaware, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Boards have full responsibility and con board 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, independence of action in selecting More 
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsyl- _ sites in all the city-school systems from w board 
vania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, reports were received in 14 states: Fl: 
es Washington, and Wyoming. Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, New M TAB 
The city government holds the title to North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, P 
school property in 20 percent of the partici- vania, South Carolina, South Dakota, | — 
pating districts—relatively more often in the West Virginia, and Wyoming. Most of 
larger cities than in the smaller ones, and in school systems in the small group whe: 
cities having appointed boards more often proval must be obtained from some 
than in those with elected schoolboards. Table agency or from the voters, or where the a; 
19, which gives the information for city-school of local government does the selecting, ' 
systems in each group, shows that county found in California, Connecticut, Geo: —o 
. , " : : Popula 
governments rarely hold the title to school Indiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Missis 50 
property. The fact that counties and city- Tennessee, and Wisconsin. = 
school districts usually are not co-terminous The city or county council is respor Y 
has probably discouraged state legislatures for selecting, or helping to select, school 2 
from vesting the title to school property in far more often than any other agen ha 
the county governments. official of local government. Next in freq Ay 
All gro 
fe. ae 
TABLE 19.—AGENCY WHICH HOLDS THE TITLE TO SCHOOL PROPERTY TAB 
Percent of city-school systems in which the a 
Number title to school sites and buildings is held by 
Group reporting —— tninsinnndacsin 
on this item The school The The county 
district city paris! 
1 2 3 4 5 
Population —— 
ees a aman 64.9 64.5 6a ee 13 69% 31% ( 
IR asa cesacceccksecscasss. «+ si eee’ 71 76 24 0 — 
aR aa RR a a 218 74 26 . Popul 
nes cescensadeseaasesess pe aE SE 555 76 24 0 5 
ES a oi. cuulindes se 4unadscs «00s tiene 478 83 17 0 1 
ae vob in ck akin <ateaduhas «+s qeapaabeaie 535 86 14 ‘ 3 
Type of board 1 
Ns cnliilies vaxp tuigahine debevene ¥« waeieieente 1,622 82% 18% 0 5 
SE kc ns ods ce Reh ea ce kann ates e cadena 248 70 29 1 2, 
Type 
Me a 6 Alia eG nc cade ce ko wexecewsees caeedneediann 1,870 80% 20% * F 
— A 
* Less than one-half of 1 percent. 
All gr 
[ 66 ] 














of mention is the mayor and, rather infre- to obtain the approval of its plans from the 
quently, a budget or finance agency of the city architects, engineers, or oth pecified 
city or county. officials. Columns 3 and 4 in Table 21 indi 

Piidniae School Buildings ite that, generally speaking, high | ree 
of the schoolboards in the smaller cities are 

Schoolhouse planning is so closely related fully responsible for schoolhouse p! th 
to the processes of instruction that the school in the larger ones. However, tl tatement 
board, which is responsible for the education should not be misinterpreted, for schoolboards 
program, would seem to be the logical agency exclusively are responsible for school building 
to plan school buildings. In nine-tenths of plans in all 13 of the school syster 1 cities 

the city-school systems of this study the school- over 500,000 in population. 

board does have this responsibility. In 5 pe Schoolboards alone are resp e for 
cent of them, however, the chief responsibility schoolhouse planning in all the city-school 
is carried by some other agency, the school systems included in this study in 30 of the 
board serving only in an advisory capacity. 48 states. The states in which some minimum 
Moreover, in 4 percent of the cities the school of control over this function is reported by one 
board is obligated to use the services oT ofr oO! more city school svstems are: Alabama. Cal! 


TABLE 20.—VARIATIONS IN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF CITY SCHOOLBOARDS 
FOR SELECTING SCHOOL SITES 





Responsibility for selecting school sites rests wit! 


Number The The school- The school- A gov 
Group reporting school board, sub- board, with ernment 
this item board ject to ap- the approval agency, the Otl 
exclu proval of a of the schoo! board plan 
sively local agency voters advising 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Population 
500,000 and over 13 R 15‘ 0 
100,000-499,999 71 4 - 
30,000-99 999 21 1 5 
10,000-29,999 556 13 g 
5,000-9,999 480 q 13 
2,500-4,999 533 ‘ < 16 
Type of board 
Elected 1,624 ( 8 12 
Appointed 250 3 23 0 
All groups 1.874 1( 1 ‘ 


* Less than one-half of 1 perce 





TABLE 21.—VARIATIONS IN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF CITY SCHOOLBOARDS 
FOR SCHOOLHOUSE PLANNING 





Responsibility for schoolhouse planning rests with 








Number The schoolboard iain : 
Group reporting The in part—must use L agen y of 
on this item schoolboard services or get toct te I ame at 
exclusively approval of sth tangata ye 
local agencies I advisory 
l 2 3 4 
Population 
500,000 and over ; 13 100° s 
100,000-499,999........ ; ~ s 
30,000-99 999 ; 04 a ; 
10,000-29,999 — = 
5,000-9,999 74 on 
2,500-4,999 . 536 93 . 
Type of board 
Elected. . all - 1.624 91% " 
C—O : SH 04 > 
All groups TL LEER Lee ft : 1.874 91% 19 











Bie 


fornia, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, IIli- 
nois, Indiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Michi- 
gan, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, 
New York, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Vir- 


ginia, and Wisconsin. 


Maintaining School Plants 
and Equipment 


The cost of repair and maintenance on 
school plants and equipment is nearly always 
an operating charge against the school district. 
However, in a very few instances, as is shown 
by the percents in Table 22, these costs are 
either borne or shared by the city or county 
in which the school district is located. Pre- 
sumably, these would be city-school systems 
in which the title to school property is vested 
in the city or county rather than in the school 
district itself. With only a very few excep- 





tions, the city systems in which non 
agencies contribute financially toward th. 
maintenance and repair of school plants ang 
school equipment are located in New Englanj 
or in the South. 


Issuing School Bonds 


Whether or not a schoolboard can p: 
the plant facilities which in its opinior 
essential for a satisfactory school progra; 
is a question often answered by its authori, 
or lack of authority to issue school bonds 

Column 3 in Table 23 indicates that abou: 
5 schoolboards in 8 have full authority 
issue school bonds for capital outlay purposes 
and column 4, that another | of the 8 has fy 
authority subject to the approval of the voters 
The distinction between columns 3 and 4 ma 
be more apparent than real, however, beca 


TABLE 22.—FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 
ON PLANT AND EQUIPMENT IN CITY-SCHOOL SYSTEMS 








Maintenance and repair costs are borne by 











Number 9 ———-—______— 
Group reporting The The schoolboard An agency 
this item schoolboard jointly with a of loca 
exclusively local agency government 
1 2 3 4 5 
Population 
$00,000 and over.............. 13 100% 0% 0 
100,000-499,999.... 71 94 0 6 
EA ee 222 96 1 3 
Ts cbkscivovecdvace 560 99 1 0 
GA «thGh pubss odueieccealdscs civdéacceuuss 480 99 0 1 
ee 542 100 * 0 
Type of board 
ee eee 1,638 99% * 1% 
Appointed...... 250 98 2% ° 
Gene ttaloctinccectedes. ee 1,888 99% * 1% 








® Less than one-half of 1 percent. 





TABLE 23.—VARIATIONS IN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF CITY SCHOOLBOARDS 
FOR ISSUING SCHOOL BONDS 








Responsibility for school bonds rests with 











Number ————_—_——- — - - 
reporting The schoolboard, The schoolboard, The schoolboard, An 
Group on this without approval with with approval by agency of 
item by any other gov- approval by a designated local gov 
ernment agency the voters local agency ernment 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Population 
500,000 and over... 12 50% 0% 8% 42 
100,000-499,999_ . : j 71 49 4 10 37 
30,000-—99 999 , 219 50 12 6 32 
10,000-29,999 552 58 12 6 24 
5,000-9,999 473 65 14 7 14 
2,500-4,999 : 532 69 15 5 i1 
Type of board 
Elected. ... bu. , 2,08 66% 15% 3% 16 
Appointed oll Oe , 247 31 3 23 43 
SD GE 54.0. 0s Kk te oan ; 1,859 62% 13% 6% 19 





[ 68 ] 





f the 


3 sum: 


the ite 


[his | 
yoters 
in son 
was cl 
of th 
stated 
yoters 
proba 
which 
ror 
bond! 
toget! 
or wi 
respo 
In 
of T 
agen’ 
trolli 
the c 
6, an 
agen 
posit 
speci 
V 
scho 
falls 
by 4 
resp 
may 
and 
T 
sche 
to 
eith 
of | 








f the wording of the questionnaire. Column 
3 summarizes the data for cities which checked 
the item, “Board of education has full author 
ty except for routine examination of forms 
and procedures by a local government agency.” 
This item said nothing about approval by the 
voters, and such approval may be required 
in some of the districts in which this response 
was checked. Column 4 summarizes the replies 
of those who, in the space for “comments,” 
stated specifically that the approval of the 
voters is required. In other words, column 3 
probably overstates the percent of cities in 
which schoolboards have exclusive jurisdiction 
for issuing school bonds within the legal 
bonding limit. But columns 3 and 4, taken 
together, show that 3 schoolboards in 4—with 
or without approval in an election—are chiefly 
responsible for this important decision. 

In the 6 percent of cities shown in column 5 
of Table 23, the schoolboard is the issuing 
agent but some other agency makes the con 
trolling decision and holds the veto power. In 
the cities represented by the percents in column 
6, an agency of local government is the issuing 
agent. This leaves the schoolboard in the 
position of petitioner and adviser without 
specific authority to press its recommendations. 

Where school bonds are issued by a non 
school agency, the responsibility most often 
falls on the city or county council (reported 
by more than 200 of the respondents). Othe: 
responsible persons or agencies are treasurers 
mayors, budget and finance agencies, courts, 
and auditors. 

There is no state in which all the city 
schoolboards have full and complete authority 
to issue school bonds without the approval 
either of some agency of local government o1 


of the voters in the district. States in which 


it is reported that local nonschoo igencies 
are chiefly responsible for issuing sch | bond 
In a majority of the cities included in this 
study are: Connecticut, Georgia, Maine. 


Maryland, Massachusetts, North Carolina 
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wis 
consin. Other states in which school bond 
decisions are the responsibility of nonschool 
several city-school systems are: 
Alabama, California, Mississippi, New Hamp 
New Jersey, and New York. Many 


of these are the same states to which attention 


agencies in 
shire, 


has been directed already because of the pat 
ticipation of nonschool agencies in the plan 
ning and management of school property 
The data in Table 23 indicate that non 
school agencies exercise some measure of con 
trol over the school bonding operations of 


school systems in large cities more often than 
in the small ones. In other words, the smaller 
the population of the city grouy 


likely it is that the city schoolboard carries 


major responsibility for decisior relating te 
school bonds. The percents ible 23 
roughly parallel those in Table 19 which show 
that it is also in the smaller cities that the 
schoolboards are most likely to hold the titl 
to public school property. 

An impressive contrast in 7] s the 
difference in percents for city-school systems 
with elected and appointed schoolboard 
spectively. ‘'wenty-three percent of the ay 
pointed schoolboards, but onl } percent of 
the elected boards, must seek the appr of 


some government agency in 
school bonds. Similarly, a nonschool 
issues school bonds in 43 percent of the school 
systems that have appointed boards as compares 


with 16 percent of those with elected boar 
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VII. Employment and Purchasing 9 


Two of the areas of control to which school staff groups from eligibility lists prepared | 101 
administrators and schoolboard members have an agency other than the schoolboard. quip" 
often voiced objection are: (a) control over The larger the city the more likely , in ¢ 
the selection of school employees by local that an agency of local government exercise = 
officials or government agencies, and (b) con- this type of control over the appointmer 
trol over the purchase of school equipment and_ school clerks, engineers, custodians, 
supplies. The extent to which such controls maintenance workers. The three states 
exist is the concern of this section. which the largest number of city-schoo! 
tems reported the participation of govern 
agencies in selecting school clerks, custodians 


Selecting School Employees 


The questionnaire used in this study asked and other classified personnel were Massachy 7a 
whether the schoolboard has full authority to setts, New York, and Ohio. In nearly al! the ee 
select and appoint the various types of per- states, however, schoolboards in one or 
sonnel which make up a school staff, or cities must share the responsibility for select oy 
whether certain groups of school employees ing the noninstructional staff with some agency “— 
must be selected from eligibility lists developed of local government. The differences between Be 

ry and maintained by a nonschool government elected and appointed schoolboards in ¢! i 
agency. The question was asked specifically matter are negligible. School 
about administrators, supervisors, classroom rey 


Purchasing Supplies and Equipment 


teachers, clerical workers, engineers, custo- ae 
dians, and maintenance workers. In school systems in cities under 30,000 in and | 


With rare exceptions schoolboards are com- population very few instances of joint pur an 
pletely autonomous in the matter of selecting chasing of school supplies and equipment are 
the members of the certificated or professional reported. Several school systems in cities over - 
staff. Fewer than one-half of 1 percent of the 30,000 in population, however, report that -_ 
: respondents reported any control over the their school supplies are purchased by an this 1 

schoolboard’s appointments of administrators, agency of local government—with varying ona" 
. supervisors, and classroom teachers. degrees of authority and cooperation accorded r 

For noncertificated or classified school em- to the schoolboard. The larger the population agency 
ployees, however, the situation is quite dif- of the city group, the higher are the percents call 
ferent. Table 24 shows that about 6 percent of of city systems reporting that school supplies a. 


the city schoolboards must appoint various and equipment are purchased thru a nonschool 


eal 


PF TABLE 24.—SELECTION AND APPOINTMENT OF CLASSIFIED SCHOOL 
EMPLOYEES IN CITY-SCHOOL SYSTEMS 




















Percent of cities in which the board has Percent in which appointments are made from 
e full authority in appointing eligibility lists prepared by a government agency 
roup ——_ —_-——_— —- — 
School Engi- Custo- Maintenance School Engi- . Custo- Maintenance 
clerks neers dians workers clerks neers dians workers 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 s 9 
Population 
500,000 and over.... 33% 42% 36% 33% 67% 58% 64% 7% 
100,000-499,999..... 70 70 69 70 30 30 31 30 
30,000-99,999....... 90 88 88 90 10 12 12 10 
10,000-29,999....... 92 92 90 92 8 8 10 8 
5,000-9,999......... 99 98 98 98 1 2 2 2 
2,500-4,999......... 98 98 98 OR 2 2 2 2 
Type of board 
ee 94% 94% 93% 94% 6% 6% 7% 6% 
Appointed.......... 91 91 91 91 9 9 9 9 
AR GONG . « wwndviesttun 94% 94% 93% 94% 6% 6% 7% 6% 
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TABLE 25.—RESPONSIBILITY OF SCHOOLBOARDS IN CITIES OVER 30,000 IN 
POPULATION FOR PURCHASING SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 
Percent of cities over 500,000 Percent of cities 100,000-499,999 Percent of cities 30,000 99,999 
Method followed 
in selecting and Office Fuel and Office Fuel and Of Fuel and 
purchasing supplies Instruc- supplies main Instruc- supplies main- Instru¢ supplies main 
and equipment tional and equip- tenance tional and equip- tenance tional and Pp tenance 
supplies ment supplies supplies ment supplies supplies ment supplies 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 KR 10 
Schoolboard gets prices 
selects items, and places 
the orders 85 92 86%" ? 
Schoolboard gets prices 
and selects items but 
a government agency 
places the orders® 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 6 3 
A government agency 
makes up a list, secures 
prices, and places orders; 
board selects items from 
this list 15 & 8 3 4 6 1 4 
Other methods 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
*In one of the cities in this group maintenance pplies are purchased by the board of education and 
agency of local government 
>In five of the cities in this group maintenance supplies are purchased by the board of education ar 
agency of local government 
© In several instances schoolboards may purchase n addit t yse available t 
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y dependent upon some other 


Y THERE school boards are fiscal] age! 
local government having power to reduce or alter the school budget 


school board becomes a redundant appendage of local government. Its funct 


as a policy-making body is transferred to 


another ; 


uwency and it becomes la: 


an advisory body or administrative board.—Arvid J. Burke, Defensible S} 
ing for Public Schools, 1943. 
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VIII. Overview of Present Fiscal Controls 


In the earlier sections of this bulletin various 
types of fiscal control have been considered 
separately, along with data on the city-school 
systems affected. Here it is appropriate to note 
the total impact of fiscal controls, and to sum- 
marize the opinions of school administrators 
on the situations that now exist and the changes 
they regard as desirable. 


Degree of Fiscal Independence 


Among the types of control with which this 
study deals two are particularly significant: 
(a) authority on the part of a nonschool gov- 
ernment agency to review and to change the 
school budget, and (b) control by a nonschool 
agency over the amount of the school tax levy. 
Other forms of fiscal dependence may have far- 
reaching effects, but the power either to revise 
the budget or to fix the school tax rate is re- 
garded as the critical issue. 

For this reason all the city-school systems 
in this study have been classified into three 
groups: (a) those that are fiscally independent 
in every way; (b) those that are fiscally inde- 
pendent in the matter of budget and school 
tax levy but are dependent in other ways such 
as funds or records, sites or buildings, employ- 
ment of staff, or some other phase of adminis- 
tration; and (c) those that are fiscally depend- 
ent with regard to either the school budget, the 
school tax levy, or both. The results of that 
analysis are shown in Figure V. 

About a third of the city-school systems, 
34 percent, are completely independent. The 
percent is lowest in the large cities, ranging 
from only 15 percent in cities over 500,000 
in population to about 40 percent in cities 
below 5000. Of the school systems in which 
schoolboards are elected, 38 percent are com- 
pletely independent. In those with appointed 
boards, only 4 percent are independent of non- 
school fiscal controls. 

Of all the cooperating city-school systems, 
irrespective of population or type of board, 44 
percent are fiscally dependent in the critical 
matter of establishing the school budget, the 
school tax rate, or both. The percent of city 
systems over 500,000 in population that are 
dependent in tax or budget matters is almost 
the same as that for the whole group. With 


that exception the percents decrease f1 
percent in cities between 100,000 and 50 
in population to 38 percent in the sn 
cities. With regard to fiscal depende: 
establishing the school budget or scho 
rate the most striking difference revealed 
Figure V relates, not to city size, but t 
classification based on type of board. O: 
percent of the elected schoolboards are { 
dependent in matters of tax or budget wher 
87 percent of the appointed boards are su 
to one or both of these forms of fiscal cont 
In interpreting the center portions 
bars in Figure V, it should be kept in : 
that these segments do not show the full ex: 
of the miscellaneous forms of fiscal cont; 
The school systems shown as fiscally indepe: 
ent are free of miscellaneous controls. Hoy 
ever, those that are dependent in taxation 
budgeting, in some instances, may also be su 
ject to miscellaneous controls. Consequent 
the center sections of the bars in this fi 
show only the school systems that are 
pendent in matters of taxation and budget bu 
are dependent in one or more other ways. T| 
highest percent of school systems dependent 
matters other than school taxes or budget 
in cities over 500,000 in population. 


Opinions About the Present Situation 


The superintendents participating in thi 
study were asked whether or not they are satis 
fied with the existing pattern of fiscal relatio: 
ships between the schoolboard and local gover: 
ment agencies in their respective communities 

According to the percents in Table 26, tw 
thirds to nine-tenths of them approve the exist 
ing arrangements—irrespective of the amount 
of fiscal independence or dependence that is in 
volved. The highest percents of those satis 
fied are identified with the smallest city 
tems. Likewise, the percent who approve t 
existing pattern is somewhat higher in sch 
systems with elected schoolboards than in thos 


oO 


where boards are appointed. In this connection | 


it should be recalled that all thru this report 
a somewhat greater measure of fiscal inde 
pendence is reported by the small cities an 


by those with elected boards. 
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FIGURE V 


SUMMARY OF THE DEGREE OF FISCAL AUTHORITY OF CITY BOARDS 
OF EDUCATION 


Population Completely Independent in taxation Dependent in taxa- 
group independent and budgeting; dependent tion, budgeting, or 
in other ways 


Over 500,000 | 15% (739%Z7 
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TABLE 26—OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT THE PRESENT FISCAL 
RELATIONSHIPS OF THEIR SCHOOLBOARDS WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 





Percent reporting that, in their own communities 








Number 
reporting Present More authority in More control 
Group on this fiscal rela- fiscal matters for by a local 
item tionships are the schoolboard agency is 
satisfactory is desirable desirable 
1 2 3 4 
Population 
500,000 and over = 13 77% 23 
100,000-499 999 at 71 66 32 
30,000-99 999 ‘ nthe 222 81 19 
10,000—29,999 ; 561 88 12 
5,000-9,999 : — 481 89 10 1 
a 541 90 9 i 
Type of board 
Elected. ... ere SS 1,639 89% 11% 
ee ee aoeree 250 75 24 1% 
ce 1,889 87% 13 * 








* Less than one-half of 1 percent 











1? 


From each of thirteen states every respond- 
ent expressed satisfaction with the existing 
patterns of fiscal relationships between school- 
boards and agencies of local government: Colo- 
rado, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, Nevada, 
North Dakota, Oregon, South Carolina, South 
Dakota, Utah, West Virginia, and Wyoming. 


For some of these states a high degree of fiscal 


independence has been noted in earlier sections 
of this bulletin. 

In the case of a few respondents the approval 
of the status quo may reflect the influence of 
long tradition more than a carefully considered 
evaluation of existing relationships. Experi- 
enced school administrators say that some- 
times extensive interference with schoolboard 
policies comes to be accepted as inevitable and, 
eventually, as “not too bad.” 

It is scarcely surprising, but should be noted 
nonetheless, that the great majority of those 
dissatisfied with existing relationships believe 
that more authority in fiscal matters should be 
given to boards of education. In other words, 
where change is recommended nearly all the 
respondents favor greater fiscal independence 
for city schoolboards. Fewer than one-half of 
1 percent would give more authority to local 
agencies. In some communities scl:ioolboards 
can and do work in harmonious cooperation 
with agencies of local government which have 
the legal authority to control important school 
policies. A conclusion which seems fully justi- 
fied by the data in this bulletin, however, is 
that fiscal dependence is a source of dissatis- 
faction in a considerable number of city-school 
systems. 


Helpful Legislative Changes 


“What changes in the state laws or the state 
constitution within the past five years have 
been most helpful in their influence upon the 
fiscal status of your board of education?” the 
respondents were asked. To this question the 
most frequent answers of the 1892 respondents 





Changes in laws—(continued) Frequen 


A state minimum salary law for 
teachers 

Increased authority for schoolboards in 
levying local school taxes 

A smaller majority vote required to 
change the tax rate 4 

Earmarking certain taxes for schools 19 

A smaller majority vote required to 
approve school bonds 1 

A higher maximum for local bonds 15 

Elimination of certain fiscal controls 
formerly exercised by local agencies 13 

State aid for schoolhouse construction 

Extension of the period for redemption 
of bonds....... rie { 


The implications of these changes for the 
financial programs of city-school systems are 
apparent. So, also, is the effect of many other 
legislative or constitutional changes not listed 
above, which were reported by fewer than | 
respondents in each instance. Among such 
changes are a county tax levy for school pur. 
poses, improvement in legislation concerning 
tax collections, legal authority to accumulate a 
building fund, increased authority for school 
boards in the matter of purchasing, unification 
or other improvements in budget procedures 
legislation to promote consolidation of school 
districts, requirement that the school budget 
be published, and the codification of school 
laws. 

Paralleling these changes that have been 
made, opportunity was given to suggest a few 
of the changes in state laws and constitutions 
which should be made. A summary of these 
recommended changes may be given as follows: 


Frequency 


Proposed changes in state laws of mention 


Fiscal independence in general 
Establish a greater degree of fiscal 
independence; specific means not 
stated bate : 88 
Control of school taxes 
Increase the permissive maximum 
tax levy, or repeal tax limitation 


were: laws now in effect... 47 
Frequency Improve school tax procedures; 
Recent changes in state laws of mention method not specified .. 22 
Establish certain separate earmarked 
Increased state aid for schools 372 ns ist FE 14 
Improved formula for distributing state Include equitable school representa- 
aid to schools................. : 129 tion on tax allocation board 10 
Raising the maximum permissive local Give schoolboard power to fix the 
tax levy or abolishing limitations... 86 school tax levy......... 9 
Equalizing the assessed valuation of Reduce size of the majority required 
property .. eee AS ee 46 to approve tax rate changes...... 5 
[ 74] 
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sed changes—(continued 


of school budgets and funds 


Fliminate school budget controls 15 
Make schoolboard responsible for the 
ysit and expenditure of school 
ies 15 
nt procedures 
| ize the assessments on property 32 
Require completion of assessments be- 
re time for adoption of the school 
idget 9 
Change the method of selecting 
issessors 2 
‘fal a d 
Increase the amount of state aid for 
schools 46 
Improve the formula for distributing 
state aid 13 
vide state aid for school buildings } 
Bonding controls 
Give boards greater borrowing and 
bonding powers 9 
Increase the permissive maximum for 
school bonds 7 
Reduce the size of the majority vote 
necessary to approve school bonds 2 
Viscellaneous proposals 
Change the date of the fiscal year 1 
Modify laws on _ consolidation of 


districts 


Eliminate dual control over school 


buildings ) 
Require nonpartisan 
schoolboard 


elections for 


members 3 


Changes in Municipal Ordinances 


Questions similar to those just cited asked 


what helpful changes in municipal ordinances 
have been made within the past five years and 
what additional changes in ordinances should 
be made. Each of the following changes, al 
ready accomplished, was reported by more than 
one respondent. 


Frequency 


Changes in ordinances of mention 


Giving greater fiscal independence to 


the schoolboard 8 
Creating special increases in school 

revenues 4 
Earmarking taxes for school purposes 4 
Exempting the city from the state’s legal 

tax limitation (accomplished by ob- 

taining a charter) 3 
Dp * 3* 
Providing for the reassessment of prop- 

erty iohie 3 
Changing the form of local govern- 

ment 3 
). ae . 
Providing for an income tax on local 

payrolls 2 


Frequency 


Items mentioned only once w t! 
ferring to the schoolboard the fi spor 
bility for disbursing school funds and account 
ing for same, changing the date of school tax 


collections, clarifying school budget 


] 


establishing a city planning board 


ing the city’s zoning laws. Among these changes 
there may be precedents for what could and 
should be accomplished in many other citic 
Only a few changes in local ordinar that 
should be made were suggested by th pond 
ents. These included (a) elimination of a 
local ordinance setting a tax limit for schools 
(b) establishment of a separate local school 
tax, and (c) improvement in the present ord 


nance on property assessments. 

There is justifiable doubt as to whether o1 
not a municipal ordinance should cover items 
(a) (b). If the principle holds that a 
school district is a subdivi ion of the state itself 
the 


specifty—the remedy 


and 


ind not an agent of city or count 


except as the law may 


for any unsatisfactory tax policy, In most Cases 


state law rather than a local o1 


Is a 


This conclusion may or may not be valid for 


the districts from which these recommendatio: 
came, depending on what taxing authority the 


state has delegated to the city o1 


question is raised here merely to suggest to all 


concerned that when changes are being con 
sidered in the official relationships betwee 
schoolboards and local yovernment avencit 

competent legal advice should be sought as to 
whether they should be effected by municipal 


ordinance OT should come trom the state legis 


lature 

The need for this precaution is further 
dicated by a few other proposals that were 
made, supposedly for changes in municipal 


ordinances, but which, except in rare instances, 


would be matters for state legisl ition Ex 
amples of such recommendations are: “give 
the schoolboard full authority to issue school 


bonds,” “separate the school debt from the city 


debt,” “allow the schoolboard complete fiscal 
independence,” “discontinue the mayor as ex- 
officio member of the schoolboard,” and “‘stag 
ger the terms of schoolboard members.”’ Ob 
viously these are areas in which state laws, 


| 


rather than city ordinances, usually apply. 


Two Opposed Theories 


With a few notable exceptions the theory of 


fiscal independence has drawn its strongest 
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support from the ranks of school administrators 
and educational leaders and that of fiscal de- 
pendence from political and the 
leaders of political parties. Educators and polit- 
ical scientists agree that many taxing units are 
too small and that many tax systems need to 
be reformed, but they disagree on pooling 
school funds with all other public revenues. 


scientists 


Arguments for Fiscal Dependence 


The position commonly taken by the political 
scientist is that education is merely one kind 
of community service, and that the amount of 
local support given to it should be determined 
by the over-all governing agency which alone 
can weigh school needs against all other needs 
such as for fire and police protection, side- 
walks, sewers, and all the rest. 


Those who believe in fiscal dependence for 
boards of education rely upon arguments such 
as these: 


1. Determination of expenditures for all pur- 
poses, in proper relationship to one another, re- 
quires a single local legislative authority. 

2. School superintendents and boards often are 
unaware of and unconcerned about the needs and 
fiscal problems of the general government. 

3. Intergovernmental relations are made more 
complex by independent agencies which in some 
matters operate in the same areas such as records, 
reports, and taxation. 

4. Divided control and _ responsibility lead to 
overlapping functions and duplication of effort. 

5. The tax collecting agency should make the 
levy and fix the budget. If schoolboards fix the 
rate and make their budgets, they should be re- 
quired to collect their own taxes. 

6. Fiscal independence brings no positive assur- 
ance of freedom from politics. 

7. With overlapping units of government the 
tendency is to increase the total load of bonded 
debt and the limits on tax rates above those that 
would exist if a single unit of government were 
wholly responsible for them. 

8. The recent trend has been toward abolition 
of special boards and taxing units such as library, 
sanitation, park, fire protection, police, and high- 


way.’ 


Arguments for Fiscal Independence 


Educational leaders regard education not 
only as a local public service, but also as 
an accepted function of the state to preserve 
and strengthen the American form of govern- 
ment. Therefore, the financial support which a 


school system receives from local sou 
their opinion, should not depend wp. 
whims of local political authorities but 
be decided by the board to which the s; 
delegated this special and peculiarly im, 
function. Just as the judiciary has b 
apart from the direct influence of p 
politics, so education should be set a; 
leaders say, under the management of 
who are agents of the state as well a: + an 
sentatives of their local communities. ted cot 
Those who favor fiscal independer 
boards of education maintain that: 


lency he 
given 
cipal 

1. Any intermediary authority standing bet ncy pla 
the schoolboard and the state makes it d 
if not impossible for the board to be in fact r t of 
sible to the people and to the state. 

2. Fiscal control often leads to de facto « 
of educational policies such as whethe: 
kindergartens may be established, home ecor 
be taught, or classes be provided for handica; 
children. 

3. Fiscal dependence may result in coercion w 
respect to technical and professional matters. 17 tion It 
controlling board may let it be known that eit! other 
the schoolboard will adopt certain policies 
budget will be cut. 

4. Fiscal independence is the only sure wa 
avoid the diversion of school funds to nons 
purposes. 

5. Fiscally dependent boards are sometimes 
where purchases are to be made, the firms to w! 
contracts are to be awarded, and the persons 
are to be employed. 

6. Fiscal dependence results in greater con 
tion for the tax dollar and to 
between municipal and school governing 

7. All schoolboards cannot be 
many of them are not co-terminous with any 
of local government. If the state regards this 
sound policy for such districts, 
equally sound for all school districts? 

8. Fiscal independence leads to greater st tion 
ity and continuity in educational planning—s s its org 
authorities know what they can count on 

9. School financial accounting is so diff neur ant 
from other municipal accounting that thers some leg 
few advantages in combining them. evond ti 

10. Fiscally dependent boards must waste Mech les 
time and energy presenting and justifying lone. wi 
budgets to the controlling agencies. These pi 

11. Public education is complex enough and oil tea 


} . 
rporati 


elopme! 


formant 


Legal 


Whate 
the 


agen 
vhich it | 


ffairs. 


Itis ag 
ita mu 
se the 
se gra 
essaril 
strained re ywers e 
» the acc 
dependent s Irposes | 
it indis: 
tial doubt 
why is it solved by 
. powe 


the | 


fhe ers Ci 


portant enough to have its policies and its b 

determined by a board which gives exclusive atte! 

tion to that function. aes 
12. Altho neither independence nor depend: 

can guarantee economy, the evidence so far ava 

able indicates that, by and large, greater econon 

has been practiced by fiscally independent boards 


1 The arguments usually given for fiscal dependence are cited in many of the selected references at the end of this bu 
* The points of view presented here are drawn from published sources such as those listed in the selected references a 


end of this bulletin. 
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wo quotations so effectively summariz¢ 


ese arguments that they are included here 


ice the duty to provide education in one 


{j and power in another which has no su 


prevent its performance runs contrary t 


y of our state with regard to education as 


1 in the decisions of this court 


education has been placed under the 


f city officials municipal charter 


ms come to be regarded as superior to the 
author 
Where 


cities, the 


ral state educational law; municipal 


48 superior to the right of the state 


controls have been given to 


lency has been to extend them, usurping author 


en by the law to school authorities. 


giv 


pal authorities have with impressive fr« 
educational 
taken the 


reluctant 


played a role of opposition to 


they have traditionally 


of restriction, 


elopment; 
curtailment, and 


formance of educational duty 


Legal Limits of External Control 


Whatever power a government agency has 


er the financial program of a board of edu 
tion it must derive from specific legislation. 
other words, there is no inherent powel! in 

wgency of local government by means of 


+h it can properly assume control of school 


It is a general and undisputed proposition of law 
a municipal corporation possesses and can ex 
others: First 


se the following powers, and no 


se granted in words; second, those 
ssarily or fairly implied in or incident to the 
third, 


) the accomplishment of the declared objects and 


express 


ywers expressly granted; those essential 
irposes of the corporation—not simply convenient 


Any fair, 


tial doubt concerning the existence of power is re 


t indispensable. reasonable, substan 


lved by the courts against the corporation, and 


power is denied. Of every municipal corpora- 


n the charter or statute by which it is created 


its organic act. Neither the corporation nor its 


ficers can do any act, or make any contract, o1 


authorized thereby, or by 


thereto. All 


eyond the scope of the powers granted are void 


ir any liability, not 


some legislative act applicable acts 


Much less can any power be exercised, or any act 


which is forbidden by charter or 


These principles are of transcendent importance, 


ind lie at the foundation of the law of municipa 


rporations. 


State ex rel. Board of Education of the City of M 


Association and American As 
imerican Dem 


* National Education 
ructure and Administration of Education in 


Municipal Corporations. Fifth revisec 


* Dillon, John F 


statute. 


On the limited powers of muni 


ents the have ruled repea 


courts 


with unmistakable clarity. School d 
bdivisions of the state, the courts h 

not agencies of local government 

district lies within some unit of loc 


is co-terminous with it, or exten 


ment, 


it is co incidental. The school district 


’ be ] 
by the legislature and is answerabl« 


nd to those agencies to which it 


lelegates a portion of its supervisor 


Consequently, if the question ar! 


whether or not a local nonschool ivel 


urisdiction over a given function 


administration, two tests can be app! 


ly those agenctes specificalls maim eé 
in exercise fiscal control over the po 
practices of a schoolboard; and (b) 

i state delegates certain powers of 

to local agencies, they must exercise 
authority which they are given by the 
no other. 


Next Steps 


The information summarized in th 


makes it clear that the problem of fis: 


pendence or dependence for city schor 


is by no means solved. In the school 
of cities over 10,000 in population, few« 
independent 


1 third are completely 


matters, and 46 to 68 percent, dependi: 


} 


size, are dependent with regard 


¢ 


city 
budgets, the school tax rate, or both 

The diversity that exists in the relatios 
of schoolboards with other agencies o 
government suggests the need for mor 


would 


factory arrangements. Few 
that 
of carefully planned adaptations to lo 
they 


entered into to resolve a conflict betwe 


all of the present variations are th 


Rather reflect a series of comr 


opposed theories of financial suppo 
> hools. 

If schoolboards should be subjected 
tain types of supervision by other lo 


of general government? as_ the 


N.W 


nty auditorg251 


linistrators 


Educational Pol 
C.: the Commission, 1938 


1911. \ 


Brown, and ( 





Wheth 


scientists have sometimes advocated, then 
it should be possible to determine the proper 
agency to exercise that supervision and to de- 
fine clearly its proper sphere of control. 





agencies exercising different degrees « 
over a wide variety of school busine 
makes for confusion, tension, dissat 
and less efficient public service. P 


If schoolboards should carry full responsi- search should continue for that basi PUBL I 
bility for their financial policies and decisions, of fiscal relationships which provides 1 

as educators have regularly advocated, then with the best possible school service . 

legislation to abolish many of the existing the same time, is defensible in tern imerica 

controls should have high priority. Continut — essential principles of good public ad: [wen 

ance of the present pattern, with various _ tion. ment 

Cornell, 

f Ed 
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T HAS sometimes been proposed that the grant- 
ing of fiscal independence to boards of education 
will result in waste and extravagance, that men 
and women chosen for this most important govern- 
mental service will develop such enthusiasm for 
the service which they represent that they will no 
longer give proper consideration to the resources of 
the people or to the other responsibilities which 
they must bear. This disaster has not occurred in 
those cities in which the board of education enjoys 
fiscal independence. Indeed, a careful study of the 
cost of education under the two forms of control 
indicates that the fiscally independent boards feel 
their responsibility to the people as certainly as do 
the general fiscal authorities who determine the 
budget in other cities. The cities with fiscally 
independent boards of education do not spend more 
for education than is spent in cities under the other 
form of control.—Educational Policies Commis- 
sion, The Structure and Administration of Education 
in American Democracy. 








